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Report  of  the  BLM  Rangelands  Conference 

Held  April  13-17,  1998,  at  the  Double  Tree  Hotel,  3203  Quebec  Street 

in  Denver,  Colorado 

WHAT  IS  THE  PURPOSE  OF  THIS  DOCUMENT? 

To  identify  those  Issues,  Concerns,  and  Questions  which  developed  as  a  result  of  the  conference 
and  which  need  further  action  by  the  Bureau. 

WHAT  DOCUMENTS  ARE  SUMMARIZED  IN  THIS  REPORT? 

There  are  four: 

1 .  The  Summary  of  Meeting  Evaluations  Submitted  by  Participants 

2.  The  Conference  Wrap  up  Session  Comments,  Questions,  and  Concerns 

3.  The  summary  of  the  Grazing  Administration  Breakout  Session  held  during  the  conference 

4.  The  summary  of  the  Riparian  Breakout  Session  held  during  the  conference 

ARE  THOSE  DOCUMENTS  ATTACHED  TO  THE  SUMMARY? 

Yes.  The  final  agenda  of  the  conference  is  also  attached. 

HOW  IS  THIS  DOCUMENT  ORGANIZED? 

There  are  three  parts  to  this  report: 

Part  1.  General  comments  from  each  of  the  documents  are  incorporated  in  this  summary.  Details 

are  located  in  the  individual  documents. 
Part  2.  A  list  of  issues,  concerns,  and  questions  which  came  out  of  the  conference.  All  of  these 

items  required  action  by  the  Bureau,  and  conference  participants  are  expecting  responses. 

Some  will  require  very  little  time.  Others  will  likely  require  creation  of  teams  to  analyze 

the  subject  and  develop  policy,  action  plans,  and  guidance. 
Part  3.  Suggestions  by  the  core  team  report  regarding  organizing  and  conducting  future  meetings. 

Part  1-  General  comments: 

Was  this  meeting  worthwhile? 

Yes.  All  participants  who  completed  evaluations  indicated  that  the  meeting  was  very  worthwhile. 

Why  was  it  worthwhile? 

It  was  worthwhile  because  it  enhanced  the  exchange  of  information,  concerns,  and  policy.  It 
promoted  interaction  between  specialists,  management,  and  various  disciplines  represented  in  the 
attendees.  It  began  the  reconnection  of  the  various  tiers  of  the  Bureau,  and  helped  participants 
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see  the  whole  picture.  That  reconnection  will  depend  on  the  seriousness  with  which  the  Bureau 
deals  with  the  concerns,  issues,  and  questions  raised  by  the  conference. 

Should  this  kind  of  meeting  be  held  again? 

The  overwhelming  response  was  YES. 

How  often  should  meetings  of  this  type  be  held? 

The  typical  answer  was  that  national  meetings  should  be  held  every  2  to  3  years  and  state  or 
regional  meetings  being  held  annually. 

What  parts  of  the  conference  did  the  participants  like  most? 

They  most  enjoyed  presentations  which  showed  what  was  happening  on  the  ground  and  those 
which  presented  helps  which  could  be  applied  in  their  work.  They  felt  that  the  meeting  was  well 
organized  and  covered  a  broad  array  of  topics  which  have  application  to  their  work. 

What  parts  of  the  conference  weren't  liked  by  the  participants? 

The  predominant  criticism  was  the  lack  of  the  opportunity  to  interact  (questions  and  answers) 
with  the  presenters.  There  was  too  much  lecture  and  not  enough  discussion. 

Some  felt  that  future  meeting  should  be  held  in  a  location  more  central  to  the  Bureau.  They  felt 
that  participation  would  be  increased  and  cost  decreased  by  allowing  many  of  the  participants  to 
drive  to  the  conference. 

What  would  make  the  next  meeting  better? 

Invite  and  encourage  the  attendance  of  all  employees  who  are  involved  in  resource  management 
on  rangelands.  There  were  very  few  wildlife  and  wild  horse  and  burro  specialists  in  attendance. 
Their  contribution  was  missed,  and  a  complete  strategy  could  not  be  developed  in  their  absence. 


Part  2-  Issues.  Concerns,  and  Questions  which  require  action. 

What  issues,  concerns,  and  questions  were  developed  as  a  part  of  the  meeting? 

They  are  shown  below.  Their  importance  is  apparent  in  one  of  the  comments  received  on  the 
evaluation.  It  reads: 

"It 's  all  fluff  until  management  shows  that  it  is  serious  about  resource  management.   That  will 
take  more  than  just  talk.  " 

Issues:  These  items  don't  ask  questions  but  generally  make  statements  which  need  consideration 
in  developing  Bureau  policy,  guidance,  and  action  plans. 

Budget 

No  "hold  backs"  from  WO/SO  budgets 

Better  way  to  get  $$  from  NFWF,  and  cooperators  (to  time  consuming  now) 

Cost  of  congressional  inquiries 

Get  away  from  top  down  budget  priorities 

Cost  Recovery 

Raise  Grazing  Permit/Grazing  Lease  transfer  fees 
FWS  recovery  of  expenses  for  implementing  FWS 
Cost  recovery  for  Section  7  from  FWS 

Directives 

Fix  Washington  Office  inconsistency  in  Instruction  Memos 

Information  Gathering 

Clearing  house  for  Washington  Office  information  requests  to  eliminate  duplication 

Develop  one  reporting  system 

Information  Sharing 

GIS  examples  regarding  resource  management 

Encourage  field  office  personnel  to  communicate  with  RACs 

Examples  of  successful  management  plans 

F&WS  input  on  S&G's  (state  fish  &  game  agencies) 

Need  a  list  of  web  sites 

Develop  Web  site  for  posting  of  innovative  things  to  all  states 

Information  Sharing  between  agencies 

Judicial 

Resolve  petition  to  stay 


Partnerships 

Proactive  involvement  with  state  water  quality  people 

Policy 

Consistency  between  plans 

Use  permit  stipulations  for  access 

Scattered  track  management 

Use  of  M I  C  in  setting  priorities 

WH&B  a  part  of  resource  management,  not  just  program  management 

Interdisciplinary  participation  in  rangeland  management 

Priorities 

Get  back  to  basics  for  managing 

Commitment  from  top  BLM  management  (in  writing)  for  bottom  up,  not  top  down 

Get  away  from  top  down  budget  priorities 

Better  meshing  of  priorities 

Training 

Support  for  train  the  trainer 

Workload 

Grazing/ Archeology  impacts,  SHPO 

Cultural  clearances  on  prescribed  fire 


CONCERNS:  These  comments  are  much  like  issues  but  provide  more  of  the  writers  thoughts  and 
feelings.  A  key  word  has  been  assigned  to  each  topic.  It  is  directly  after  the  topic  number  and  is 
underlined. 

01  Follow  Up:  I  would  like  to  see  follow  up  to  the  questions  we  raised,  at  the  conference, 
addressed  by  our  Director  and  his  staff,  by  the  Secretary  and  his  staff,  if  it  is  a  matter  at  his 
level. 

The  Inspector  General  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  have  repeatedly  pointed  out 
there  is  a  Material  Weakness  in  BLM  to  get  the  job  done  in  the  field  -  monitoring,  evaluations, 
developing  activity  plans  and  implementation  of  these  plans  . 

New  regulations  and  policies  are  not  getting  the  job  done,  they  do  help.  But  the  bottom  line  is 
we  will  not  get  additional  funding  and  staffing  so  let's  tell  the  public,  and  set  the  stage  for  a 
long  slow  process  to  maintain  or  improve  the  health  of  our  Public  Lands. 

02  Reporting:  In  just  about  every  program  we  fill  out  3  basic  reports  every  year  (budget, 
strategic  plan,  and  program).  Much  of  the  same  information  is  requested  in  each  report,  but 
not  always  in  the  same  format.  Could  each  of  the  program  leads  in  the  Washington  Office  be 
asked  to  look  at  these  reports,  and  find  a  way  to  combine  the  reports  or  at  least,  to  ask  for 
only  one  set  of  information  each  year? 

03  Guidance:  I  still  feel  that  we  need  a  yes  or  no  on  whether  we  issue  a  decision  when  we  make 
a  call  that  we  are  meeting  standards  under  4180.  Just  telling  us  that  we  should  if  we  think 
there  may  be  some  controversy  is  just  setting  us  up  for  trouble.  We  either  should  or  shouldn't 
issue  a  decision  and  we  need  consistency. 

04  Guidance:  I'm  still  a  little  nervous  about  the  level  of  diversity  allowed  in  implementing  the 
S&Gs.  Some  state  office  staffers  push  their  agenda  rather  than  look  at  data  needs. 

05  General:  I  hope  we  can  keep  the  momentum  up  so  staff  in  the  field  won't  get  too 
discouraged. 

06  Strategy:  I  have  a  suggestion  for  the  Washington  Office  management  team  that  a  small  group 
be  assigned  to  analyze  the  impact  of  the  water  quality,  listed  fish,  riparian  and  range  health 
issues  on  the  BLM  .  The  team  should  develop  a  integrated  strategy  for  coping  with  issues 
perhaps  using  range  health  principles  for  guidance. 

07  Management:  I  am  concerned  that  we  have  nearly  lost  our  institutional  memory  in  the  range 
program  (and  BLM  for  that  matter).  With  the  new  regulations  and  refocusing  of  effort 
toward  water  issues  and  the  desire  for  more  rapid  change  on  the  land  (that  it  may  or  may  not 
be  capable  of),  we  seem  to  have  diminished  or  turned  a  blind  eye  to  the  many  important 
accomplishments  made  since  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 


More  importantly,  in  the  search  for  the  "new  and  improved"  solution  we  seem  destined  to 
waste  time  building  new  "roads"  that  run  parallel  to  those  that  were  blazed  by  BLMers  that 
preceded  us.  Examples  of  this  were  evident  in  the  evening  session  on  performance  indicators 
where  we  discussed  at  length  the  definition  of  an  "assessment"  (with  no  closure  I  might  add), 
and  the  plans  to  spend  the  next  couple  of  years  developing  a  method  for  the  "systematic" 
assessment  of  resource  conditions  (again  no  closure  on  what  is  meant  by  assessment).  Few 
seemed  aware  that  there  is  a  BLM  process  for  Assessment,  Interpretation  and  Evaluation  that 
has  been  used  quite  effectively  for  years  as  the  basis  for  change  on  an  allotment  basis  and 
which  can  just  as  easily  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis.  Yet,  instead  of  improving  on  what  we 
have  in  place  ("paving  the  road"  that  was  blazed  by  our  predecessors),  we  are  about  to  start 
over. 

Somehow  we  need  to  establish  more  frequent  and  effective  feedback  loops  between  WO,  SOs 
and  the  field  offices  so  that,  on  issues  like  performance  indicators,  we  don't  launch  off  on  new 
"road  projects". 

08  Management:  There  was  a  serious  lack  of  communication  and  closure  in  the  Performance 
Indicator  Session.  See  Concern  07  above. 

09  Position  Management:  Why  are  some  states  loosing  positions  and  dollars  while  the  requests 
to  get  all  this  work  done  build.  I  would  like  to  see  a  tie  in  with  the  budget  and  the  distribution 
to  the  fields.  I  realize  there  will  always  be  the  haves  and  the  have  nots  and  I  also  realize  there 
is  BLM  politics  of  Washington  Office  getting  upset  with  one  state  or  a  State  Director  in  a 
program  so  they  don't  fund  that  state.  But  how  can  we  continue  to  keep  this  skeleton  in  the 
closet.  Let's  bring  it  out  and  get  equatable  allocations  of  dollars  and  people  in  renewable 
resources  to  the  field. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  Team  from  Washington  Office  who  makes  these  decisions  come  out 
and  Explain  to  us  how  these  decisions  are  made  and  what  we  need  to  be  doing  to  tie  in  with 
the  information  they  need.  I  have  been  told  that  we  are  stuck  with  what  has  been  set  in  times 
past  and  no  workload  analysis  or  Position  management  will  address  this  questions. 

Further  if  the  State  offices  do  not  implement  these  allocations  to  the  corresponding  field 
offices  this  ought  to  be  brought  to  light.  This  is  by  far  one  of  the  major  issues  to  implement 
our  laws  and  the  intent  of  Congress 

10  Qeneral:  It's  all  fluff  until  management  shows  that  it  is  serious  about  resource  management. 
That  will  take  more  than  just  talk.  There  is  to  much  worry  about  political  correctness  and  to 
little  about  resource  issues. 

1 1  Guidance:  The  Washington  Office  needs  to  work  with  the  state  leads  to  develop  some 
guidance  for  the  preparation  and  content  of  MOU's  with  State  Water  Quality  program 


management  agencies. 

12  Management:  Those  of  us  bottom-feeders  in  the  field  felt  the  Washington  Office  deliberately 
avoided  the  opportunity  to  interact  with  the  field  specialists  and  address  field  problems 
directly." 

13  Management:  Management's  grasp  on  reality  was  too  loose,  more  direction  and  insight 
would  lower  frustration. 

14  Management:  There  seems  to  be  a  major  disconnect  between  Washington  Office  and  the 
Field  Offices  and  the  impression  it  leaves  is  that  they  (WO)  either  don't  care  about  what's 
happening  on  the  ground  or  they  simply  don't  understand  the  problem! 

15  Management:  There  was  evidence  during  the  conference  that  Field  Offices  and  Washington 
Office  are  not  in  accord 

1 6  Performance  Management:  We  have  more  work  than  we  can  do  now.  Our  plates  are  full  and 
we  have  to  many  number  1  priorities. 

17  Performance  Management:  Some  people  have  too  much  to  do  and  others  not  enough. 
Managers  need  the  authority  to  manage  work  and  skill  mixes. 

1 8  Workload:  Management  needs  to  get  serious  about  identifying  priorities  and  quit  constantly 
adding  new  work  without  reducing  old  work  requirements.  (Possible  solutions:  contracting, 
prioritizing,  telling  people  what  we  cannot  do  when  something  new  is  added  and  then  sticking 
to  it). 

19  Workload:  Has  anyone  looked  at  the  number  and  timing  of  grazing  permit  and  lease 
expirations,  the  workload  that  will  be  associated  with  those  renewals,  and  considered  reducing 
other  obligations  that  cannot  be  accomplished?  The  workload  will  be  so  great  in  some  offices 
that  nothing  else  will  be  done. 

There  needs  to  be  a  balancing  of  "got  to  do"  items  with  "have  to  do  items"  during  work 
planning. 

20  Management:  "Understand  the  impact  before  you  require  it" 

21  Priorities:  Washington  has  the  wrong  priorities.  "Work  force  diversity  is  not  more  important 
than  resource  management"  (comment  from  a  female). 

22  Priorities:  Priorities  should  be  set  from  the  bottom  up,  not  the  top  down.  The  field  knows 
what  the  resources  need,  its  not  the  other  way  around. 


23  Communication:  Make  sure  the  field  employees  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
on  all  handbooks  and  guidance  before  it  is  issued.  Listen  to  what  they  say. 

24  Communication:  Continue  having  these  kind  of  meetings  (perhaps  not  so  large)  on  a  regular 
basis. 

25  Management:  Pull  in  other  disciplines  to  help  with  priority  work. 

26  Workload:  All  disciplines  need  to  be  involved  in  setting  priorities  and  in  accomplishing  tasks. 
Some  are  working  their  hearts  out  and  others  are  skating  by. 

27  Guidance:  Finalize  the  grazing  administration  handbooks.  Give  the  field  workers  help  with 
consistent  direction. 

28  Budget:  There  is  a  three  month  lag  in  knowing  what  our  work  is  (especially  in  contracting 
help)  from  10/01  to  01/01  as  we  wait  for  the  annual  work  plan. 

29  Budget:  Money  comes  with  strings  attached  and  there  is  no  room  for  overhead.  Therefore 
moneys  are  stolen  from  other  funds  and  work  in  those  funds  is  not  funded. 

30  Workload:  Are  we  prepared  to  deal  with  the  increasing  workload  created  by  the  challenges  of 
interest  groups  (environmental  organizations,  industry,  interested  publics)? 


QUESTIONS  AND  ANSWERS:  Some  of  the  answers  (provided  at  the  conference)  to  these 
questions  need  to  be  validated. 

01  Question:  Guidance:  How  big  is  a  site 

Answer: 


02  Question:  Position  Management:  The  five  western  Oregon  districts  have  about  17  soil 
scientists  to  deal  with  the  alligators  specific  to  the  O&C.  All  of  the  presenters,  so  far,  have 
mentioned  things  like:  bare  soils,  soil  disturbance,  and  sediment  problems.  How  do  the  MLR 
states  plan  to  deal  with  their  alligators  with  roughly  20  soil  scientists  left  in  MLR  states.  The 
alligators  I'm  referring  to  are:  S&B's,  H20  quality  in  terms  of  sediment,  desired  future 
condition,  rangeland  health,  watershed  assessment,  and  prescribed  fires  on  soils  that  should 
not  be  burned,  not  to  mention  microbiotic  crusts? 

Answer: 


03  Question:  Guidance:  (1)  Can  we  use  aquatic  macroinvertibrates  as  the  primary  method  of 
monitoring  water  quality  on  grazing  allotments  and  if  so  where  would  we  find  the  literature  on 
the  methodology?  (2)  What  does  it  cost  to  get  a  sample  analyzed? 

Answer: 


04  Question:  Guidance:  How  will  riparian  Proper  Functioning  Condition  data  be  used  to  set 
implementation  priorities  in  states  with  TMDL  lawsuits? 

Answer: 


05  Question:  Guidance:  Should  the  Desired  Plant  Community/s  selection  be  a  land  use  plan 
decision? 

Answer:  Land  use  plan  objectives  are  broad  brush  objectives.  Desired  Plant  Communities 
are  site  specific  objective  based  on  land  use  objective,  activity  plans,  etc.  Suggest  do  via  an 
Interdisciplinary  team  with  public  participation. 


06  Question:  Guidance:  Should  the  new  H1621 . 1  clearly  show  the  link  between  Desired  Plant 
Community  and  Rangeland  Health  assessment? 


Answer: 


07  Question:  Management.-  Strategic  Plan:  The  land  health  objective  (except  for  grazing 

activities  on  rangelands)  will  not  be  met  without  mechanisms  and  support  from  management. 
We  need  to  walk  the  talk. 

Answer: 


08  Question:  Guidance:  What  is  the  Bureau  method  of  determining  rangeland  health  -  S&G's 

Answer:  Methodologies  are  listed  in  BLM  technical  references.  Some  new  methods  will  need 
to  be  adopted  or  formed  for  measuring  some  of  the  standards.  Field  offices  select  methods 
to  best  meet  the  needs  for  monitoring  progress  and  do  so  involving  the  interested 
parties/public. 

09  Question:  Guidance:  Why  should  we  inventory  all  the  rangelands  when  we're  told  to  focus 
on  priority  riparian  areas  and  key  watersheds. 

Answer:  FLPMA  &  PRIA  say  we  are  suppose  to  inventory  our  lands  and  their  resources. 
The  inventories  help  us  know  the  variability  that  can  occur  on  each  ecological  site.  Priority 
should  be  used  to  determine  which  areas  to  inventory  first. 

10  Question:  Management:  How  will  number  vs  quality  be  measured  in  performance? 

Answer:  Numbers  are  usually  related  to  work  input  or  output,  and  are  more  budget  related 
These  are  workload/budget  measures.  Rob  Rodabush  is  handling  these  in  budget  (WO  880). 
Some  performance  indicators  also  have  numbers,  especially  where  we  can 't  measure 
condition  or  results  directly.  Quality  is  something  we  want  to  measure  more  of/better.  Often 
we  use  customer  satisfaction  as  a  proxy  for  quality.  Sometimes  we  are  measuring  quantity 
and  quality.  If  vou  foresee  difficulty  maintaining  quality  at  the  same  time  we  increase 
quantity,  please  let  us  know.  Leon's  comment— that's  why  the  question  was  asked—you  are 
being  notified  there  is  a  problem. 

11  Question:  Management:  How  should  we  handle  conflicts  between  customer  satisfaction  and 
public  land  health? 

Answer:  This  will  always  be  a  problem  in  any  multiple  use  situation.  For  instance,  if  we 
issue  certain  leases,  the  lessee  might  be  satisfied,  but  an  environmental  group  (a  stakeholder) 
might  be  dissatisfied.   We  recognize  that  satisfaction  is  not  the  end  we  seek  in  and  of  itself. 
The  condition  of  the  land/resources  must  also  be  considered  and  the  situation  explained 
However  often  if  we  measure  satisfaction  with  a  use  authorization  process,  even  if  the 
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customer  doesn  't  get  what  they  want,  if  the  process  is  good,  they  will  understand  why  and 
won 't  be  so  frustrated   We  've  found  this  works  when  we  improve  or  processes. 

12  Question:  General:  Please  speculate  on  how  the  fruits  of  the  GPRA  can  increase 
congressional  support  for  innovative  partnerships.  (E.g.  creation  of  a  foundation  to  assist 
BLM) 

Answer:  If  we  can  show  how  partnerships  and  collaboration  benefits  us,  then  measure  it  and 
produce  supporting  data,  the  convincing  should  be  easier.   We  also  need  to  show  how  it 
saves  money  and  leverages  our  workforce.  If  we  consistently  show  improving  trends,  they 
can  "interpolate"  from  existing  partnerships  performance  to  new  "innovative"  ones.  It's  a 
matter  of  developing  trust  perhaps.  Politics  may  still  play  apart  despite  GPRA  of  course. 

13  Question:  Guidance:  How  do  we  implement/evaluate  water  quality  S&G's 
Answer: 

14  Question:  Guidance:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Water  Quality  Manual? 
Answer: 

15  Question:  Guidance:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Water  Quality  Action  Plan? 
Answer: 

16  Question:  Guidance:  Where  is  the  BLM  going  on  water  rights?  What  happened  to  the  1993 
strategy? 

Answer: 

17  Question:  Information:  What  is  the  status  of  current  litigation? 
Answer: 

18  Question:  Guidance:  What  is/is  not  covered  in  fuels  management  funding  (new  2830 
funding)? 

Answer: 

19  Question:  Information:  What  is  the  status  of  the  hazardous  fuels  reduction  program? 
Answer: 
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20  Question:  Information:  How  can  we  learn  more  about  fire  ecology  in  shrub  communities? 
There  is  plenty  of  information  on  forest  types. 

Answer: 

21  Question:  Guidance:  What  is  the  Bureau  policy  for  monitoring  the  success  of  S&G 
Implementation?  What  methods  do  we  use? 

Answer: 

22  Question:  Guidance:  What  is  the  time  frame  for  monitoring  S&G  effectiveness? 
Answer: 

23  Question:  Guidance:  What  is  meant  by  "best  available  data"? 
Answer: 

24  Question:  Guidance:  Is  there  a  bureau-wide  standard  for  our  riparian  data  base? 
Answer: 

25  Question:  Information  Sharing:  What  successful  riparian  improvements  have  been 
impelemented  and  are  these  accomplishments  being  adequately  catalogued? 

Answer: 

26  Question:  Guidance:  What  kind  of  fund  raising  dispute  resolution  has  been  successfully  used 
for  on-the-ground  riparian  projects? 

Answer: 

27  Question:  Information  Sharing:  Is  there  a  riparian  research  clearing  house  for  information 
sharing? 

Answer: 

28  Question:  Guidance:  There  is  a  direct  conflict  between  the  Wild  Horse  &  Burro  Act  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  which  takes  precedence? 

Answer: 

29  Question:  Guidance:  Is  there  a  standard  data  base  for  recording  monitoring 
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accomplishments? 
Answer: 

30  Question:  Guidance:  How  do  we  approach  resource  (forage)  allocation? 
Answer: 

31  Question:  Guidance:  Can  we  collect  rangeland  health  data  along  with  ESI? 
Answer: 

32  Question:  Guidance:  How  can  we  move  Section  7  consultation  away  from  singe  species 
management  to  ecosystem  management? 

Answer: 

33  Question:  Position  Management:  Why  isn't  the  Washington  Office  forcing  state  managers  to 
replace  field  people  (transfer/retire)  with  other  field  people  instead  of  office  people  such  as 
computer  specialists  and  public  affairs?  See  Concern  09. 

Answer. 

34  Question:  Communication:  How  do  we  better  facilitate  bottom  up/top  down 
communications? 

Answer: 

35  Question:  Guidance:  Why  is  the  fire  program  exempt  from  paying  their  fair  share  of 
fixed/overhead  costs  each  year? 

Answer: 

36  Question:  General:  Has  BLM  developed  a  list  of  the  species  of  noxious  weeds  which  occur 
on  BLM  lands  (and  the  states  in  which  they  occur,  or  on  Federal  lands?  I  keep  asking,  but 
keep  being  told  that  it  will  be  done  soon.  It  is  hard  to  believe  that  we  haven't  assembled  one 
yet. 

Answer: 

37  Question:  Guidance:  I  would  have  liked  to  have  more  information  on  the  implications  of  the 
10th  circuit  court  decision  on  the  regulations  and  discussion  of  how  states  and  districts  are 
interpreting  and  applying  the  regulations.  Are  we  consistent? 
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Answer:  ^^^ 

38  Question:  Guidance:  When  will  we  get  "final"  manual/handbook  direction  in  the  4000  series? 
Answer: 

39  Question:  Personnel  Management:  When  are  the  money  and  the  people  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  tasks  described  in  this  meeting  arriving?  Or,  what  other  tasks  (of  equal 
importance)  are  we  to  stop  doing? 

Answer: 

40  Question:  Management:  Has  anyone  defined  how  work  will  be  accomplished  in  the  two  tier 
organization?  The  work  still  needs  to  be  done.  Who's  going  to  do  it? 

Moving  an  individual  to  a  different  office  without  eliminating  tasks  is  totally  artificial  and  will 
not  achieve  the  purpose  of  the  reorganization,  unless  the  purpose  was/is  to  look  good  on 
paper. 

Answer: 

41  Question:  Priorities:  There  is  no  accountability.  Who's  responsible  for  what?  Management 
won't  take  the  responsibility  for  setting  priorities. 

Answer: 
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Part  3-  Conference  Close  Out  Comments  and  Suggestions 

Minutes  of  the  Conference  Close  Out  Critique  by  the  Conference  Core  Team 
(Conference  Call  Held  04/24/1998) 

Attendees:        Rheda  Dodd,  Johnny  Riel,  Ned  Habich,  Dan  Hinckley,  Leon  Pack 

Discussion  during  the  call  focused  on  the  topics  shown  below: 

The  Agenda 

1 .  Perhaps  shrink  the  topic  list  a  little  more  -  too  little  time  for  each  topic 

2.  Allow  time  in  the  agenda  for  questions  &  answers  after  each  presenter 

The  Participants 

1 .    Include  more  disciplines  in  the  target  audience,  in  particular  Wildlife,  WH&B,  Forest 

The  Breakout  Sessions 

1 .  Riparian  breakout  (Dan  Hinckley  comment)  was  not  very  worth  while,  mostly  because  the 
main  players  (WO)  were  not  present. 

2.  Grazing  Administration:  Okay 

3 .  Watershed  management,  not  represented  in  the  call 

The  Meeting  Scheduling  and  Planning 

1.  The  decision  to  hold  a  meeting  of  this  type  needs  to  be  made  much  earlier  with  notice  to 
possible  participants. 

2.  Meeting  must  be  approved  well  in  advance 

3.  Suggested  that  it  be  in  the  annual  work  plan  for  the  coming  year. 

a.  Meeting  approval  already  completed  by  AWP  release. 

b.  Basic  agenda  and  planning  completed  by  AWP  release. 

The  Conference  Materials 

1 .  Shipping  conference  materials  home.  Plan  ahead,  either  participants  bring  a  larger  suitcase  or 
provide  for  shipping. 

2.  Develop  handout  procedures  and  be  consistent 

3.  Designate  one  person  to  manage  photo  copying 

4.  Hold  presenters  responsible  for  getting  materials  in  by  deadline 

The  Equipment 

1.  Remind  new  coordinators  that  it  is,  in  most  cases,  cheaper  to  buy  the  equipment  than  to  rent  it 
from  the  hotel.  Many  items  were  purchased  for  less  cost  than  rental. 

2.  Have  one  person  manage  the  equipment,  especially  with  the  increasing  use  of  computer 
presentations 

3.  Designate  someone  to  manage  the  lights 
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The  Room  Set  Up 

1 .    Make  sure  everyone  can  see  and  hear. 

The  Presenters 

1.    Explain  to  presenters  how  to  make  overheads.  Not  merely  a  photocopy  on  mylar  of  a  type 
written  page. 

Taking  Attendance:  Find  an  easy  way  to  record  who  was  in  attendance. 

1.  Pass  a  role 

2.  Have  registration  to  pick  up  materials 

3.  Participant  introductions 

Participant  Name  Tags 

1.    Include  the  name  of  the  participant,  their  agency,  office  name,  and  office  location 
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Summary  of  Meeting  Evaluations  Submitted  by  Participants 

1.  Was  this  meeting  worthwhile? 

YES  41 

No  00 

la.     Why? 

Information  exchange  25 

Information  and  policy  23 

Interact  w  others  10 

Program  coordination  and  integration  02 

Reestablish  connects  02 

Morale-boost/enthusiasm  02 

Clarify  concerns.  01 

See  the  big  picture  0 1 

2.  Do  you  think  we  should  have  this  kind  of  meeting  again? 

Yes  38 

No  00 

2a.     If  yes,  how  often? 

Every  year:  Annually  for  3  years  then  every  other  year  05 

Annually  but  at  least  every  2  years 

Annually  but  2-3  years  is  more  realistic 

Annually  but  for  3  days 
Every  2  years  (2-x)         Every  two  years  18 

2-3  years  is  realistic 

2-3  years  depending  on  issues 

2-3  years  with  program  specific  every  year 

2-3  years  for  national,  smaller  groups  annually 

2-5  years 

2  years,  might  set  up  on  a  regional  basis 
Next  year  then  2-5  years  depending  on  change 

Every  3  years  (3-x)        National  3-5  yrs,  states  annually  or  biannually  07 

3-5  years 

3  years 

National  3-5  years,  region/state  annual 

3-5  years,  wait  for  new  administration. 

National  every  3  years,  states  should  have  more 
Every  4  years  (4-x)         1  in  4  years  or  as  necessary  due  to  major  issues/changes.       02 

At  least  once  per  administration  1  per  4  years 
Every  5  years  (5-x)         5  years  (national),  regional  or  smaller  in  between.  06 

5  years 
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National  every  5  years,  select  groups  2  years 
No  set  time  When  ever  there  is  a  major  change  in  policy  or  programs.      01 

3„      What  do  you  think  went  well  (what  did  you  like)? 
Agenda 

01  Field  presentations,  on  the  ground  application,  sharing  of  successes,  exposure  to 
what's  going  on  elsewhere 

02  Case  studies  were  very  good  and  sometimes  frightening 

03  Liked  the  theme  days 

04  Standards  and  Guides  session 

05  Breakout  sessions  allowed  more  participation  and  detailed  discussion 

06  Prescribed  burning  session 

07  Statement  of  priorities  and  WO  perspective,  touched  on  all  priority  issues 

08  Technical  presentations 

09  Coverage  of  a  broad  array  of  issues,  good  span  of  information,  wide  variety  of  topics, 
diversity  of  subjects,  good  mix  of  subjects,  good  timely  topics,  focus  on  key  subjects, 
selection  of  topics,  wide  range  of  topics 

10  Wealth  of  information  provided 

1 1  Presentations  were  thought  out  and  timely 

12  Identification  of  depth  of  current  problems 

13  Strategies  to  accomplish  priorities 

Purpose 

01  Meeting  addressed  rangeland  management  not  range  administration 

02  Talking  with  people  and  sharing  information 

03  Positive  meeting  focused  on  how  we  get  things  done 

04  Emphasis  on  rangeland  resource  (not  programs) 

Speakers 

01  Selection  of  speakers 

02  For  the  most  part  the  speakers  were  very  good 

03  Outside  speakers,  Experts 

Organization 

01      Meeting  was  well  organized 

Facilities 

01      Facilities  were  good 

4.       What  didn't  go  well  (what  didn't  you  like)? 

Presentation  Technique 

01.     Top  down,  lecture  style  information  flow.  Allow  at  least  25%  of  time  for  interaction 
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02.  Reading  an  instruction  memo  is  a  poor  presentation.  Stating  BLM  directives  followed 
by  strategies  to  implement  those  directives  would  make  a  much  better  presentation 

03.  Written  information  differed  from  verbal  instructions 

04.  Re-reading  policy  statements  that  we  are  familiar  with 

05.  Talks  at  the  beginning  should  have  been  more  interactive 

06.  Presenters  should  stress  major  points  and  provide  details  in  handouts. 

07.  Some  talks  were  too  detailed,  need  more  of  an  overview  and  contact  follow  up 

08.  Better  Facilitation  in  some  sessions 

09.  Some  of  the  WO  presentations  seemed  unprepared  and  hard  for  the  field  to  apply. 

10.  Lengthy  presentations  about  budget  and  GPRA.  Also  the  demonstrations  of  computer 
programs  were  very  difficult  to  connect  with.  These  types  of  presentation  are  really 
not  effective  in  a  large  group  setting.  They  work  better  in  a  poster  session  when 
smaller  groups  could  get  close  enough  to  see  what  was  going  on  and  interact  with  the 
presenter. . 

1 1 .  Limit  time  to  10  minutes  max  for  topics  on  computer  programs 

12.  Provide  speakers  with  guidelines  for  overheads:  horizontal  not  vertical;  letters  at  least 
1/4"  high;  slide  overheads  up  as  you  speak  so  audience  can  see  the  bottom. 

13.  Some  of  the  presenters  were  less  than  dynamic.  Screen  presenters  for  their  ability  to 
present  not  just  technical  expertise. 

14.  Hold  presenters  to  2  pages  of  handouts,  detail  via  other  means. 

Subject  Matter 

01.  More  of  a  field  office  approach  with  real  people  real  problems  on  the  ground/practical 

02.  More  field  people  (lowest  level,  not  SO  &  DO) 

03.  Some  parts  similar  to  past  efforts,  we  need  to  give  ourselves  more  credit  for  current 
status 

04.  Should  have  had  something  on  the  agenda  dealing  with  the  seamless  approach  to  the 
range  program  that  is  being  piloted  in  OR  and  CO. 
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05.  Might  include  some  success  stories  on  grazing  systems  that  are  more  than  one  or  two 
years  old. 

06.  Needed  more  time  to  present  and  explain  RA  projects 

07.  Tried  to  cover  too  much  in  too  short  of  time  frame.  Need  more  discussion  time  in 
small  groups,  not  just  presentations. 

Facility /Location 

01.  Meeting  location  should  have  had  more  restaurants  and/or  convenience  stores  nearby 

02.  Facility  didn't  have  much  opportunity  for  exercise 

03 .  Hold  meeting  in  Phoenix  where  we  already  have  the  facility  for  such  a  meeting  in 
place. 

04.  Have  meeting  in  SLC  or  someplace  a  little  more  central  to  encourage  more  attendance 
by  encouraging  people  to  drive 

Organization 

01.  Need  more  time  for  questions  and  answer  sessions  with  presenters 

02.  Panel  discussions  didn't  allow  any  time  for  Q  &  A,  most  weren't  panels  but  mini 
presentations. 

03.  Longer  more  frequent  breaks  to  enhance  networking 

04.  The  handout  situation  was  confusing  and  erratic. 

05.  The  agenda  kept  changing,  Colby  presentation  was  added  late 

06.  Possibly  fewer  topics  and  longer  time  periods  for  speakers. 

07.  Drop  the  concurrent  breakout  sessions,  need  to  be  in  more  than  one  session. 

08.  Material  in  hand  book  for  each  presenter 

09.  Provide  more  microphones  and  allow  for  more  questions  after  the  speakers. 

10.  National  office  representatives  should  be  the  session  chairs,  so  that  field  offices  are 
considered  equally  for  their  contributions. 

1 1 .  Allow  interactive  sessions. 
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12.  To  much  talking,  not  enough  talking  with 

13.  Hold  presenters  to  2  pages  of  handouts,  detail  via  other  means. 

Section/Session 

01 .  Water  Quality  Breakout:  This  session  would  have  been  enhanced  by  including  state 
reports  reference  water  program  developments 

02.  Grazing  Administration  Breakout:  The  information  on  Combs  wash  was  very  minimal 
for  such  an  important  case. 

03.  Breakout  sessions  could  have  been  less  structured 

Issues/Concerns/Questions  — -ACTION  IS  NEEDED 

01.  Those  of  us  bottom-feeders  in  the  field  felt  the  WO  deliberately  avoided  the 
opportunity  to  interact  with  the  field  specialists  and  address  field  problems  directly. 

02.  It's  all  fluff  until  management  shows  that  it  is  serious  about  resource  management. 
That  will  take  more  than  just  talk.  There  is  to  much  worry  about  political  correctness 
and  to  little  about  resource  issues. 

03.  Management's  grasp  on  reality  was  too  loose,  more  direction  and  insight  would  lower 
frustration. 

04.  There  seems  to  be  a  major  disconnect  between  WO  and  the  OF's  and  the  impression  it 
leaves  is  that  they  (WO)  either  don't  care  about  what's  happening  on  the  ground  or 
they  simply  don't  understand  the  problem! 

05.  There  was  a  serious  lack  of  communication  and  closure  in  the  Performance  Indicator 
Session. 

06.  The  WO  needs  to  work  with  the  state  leads  to  develop  some  guidance  for  the 
prep/content  of  MOU's  with  State  WQ  program  management  agencies. 

07.  I  would  like  to  see  a  tie  in  with  the  budget  and  the  distribution  to  the  fields  and  why 
are  some  states  loosing  positions  and  dollars  while  the  requests  to  get  all  this  work 
done.  I  realize  there  will  always  be  the  haves  and  the  have  nots  and  I  also  realize  there 
is  BLM  politics  of  WO  getting  upset  with  one  state  or  a  State  Director  in  a  program 
so  they  don't  fund  that  state.  But  how  can  we  continue  to  keep  this  skeleton  in  the 
closet.  Let's  bring  it  out  and  get  equatable  allocations  of  dollars  and  people  in 
renewable  resources  to  the  field.  I  would  like  to  see  the  Team  from  WO  who  makes 
these  decisions  come  out  and  Explain  to  us  how  these  decisions  are  made  and  what  we 
need  to  be  doing  to  tie  in  with  the  info  they  need.  I  have  been  told  that  we  are  stuck 
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with  what  has  been  set  in  times  pans  and  no  workload  analysis  or  Position 
management  will  address  this  questions.  Further  if  the  State  offices  do  not  implement 
these  allocations  to  the  corresponding  field  offices  this  be  brought  to  light.  This  is  by 
far  one  of  the  major  issues  to  implement  our  laws  and  the  intent  of  Congress 

5.      Please  give  me  one  suggestion  of  something  we  should  have  done  but  didn't. 

Audience 

01.     It  would  have  strengthened  the  session  to  have  wildlife  folks  present.  Make  a 
concerted  effort  to  include  fish  and  wildlife  specialists  in  the  next  meeting. 

Subject  Matter 

01 .  Small  group  sessions  w  interaction  between  WO  policy  makers  and  FO  people 

02.  Different  breakout  sessions,  riparian  and  range  administration  were  both  important 

03.  Encourage  presenters  to  make  better  use  of  the  Web  as  a  way  of  getting  detailed  info 
to  people. 

04.  Would  have  liked  WH&B  covered  a  bit  more 

05.  Have  workshop  sessions  for  developing  products  for  issues  needing  resolution. 

06.  I  would  have  appreciated  a  session  on  the  "administrative  and  workload  implications 
of  implementing  the  'new'  grazing  regulations"  not  just  the  standards  and  guidelines. 

07.  I  would  have  liked  to  have  seen  a  session  on  bio-control  in  the  Weeds  section  as  this  is 
the  most  promising  area  of  attack,  and  certainly  the  most  interesting. 

6.       Do  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  that  you  would  like  answers  to? 

Questions-  ACTION  NEEDED 

01      How  do  we  better  facilitate  bottom  up/top  down  communications? 

02.  Why  is  the  fire  program  exempt  from  paying  their  fair  share  of  fixed/overhead  costs 
each  year? 

03.  Has  BLM  developed  a  list  of  the  species  of  noxious  weeds  which  occur  on  BLM  lands 
(and  the  states  in  which  they  occur,  or  on  Federal  lands?  I  keep  asking,  but  keep  being 
told  that  it  will  be  done  soon.  It  is  hard  to  believe  that  we  haven't  assembled  one  yet. 

04.  I  would  have  liked  to  have  more  information  on  the  implications  of  the  10th  circuit 
court  decision  on  the  regs.  and  discussion  of  how  states  and  districts  are  interpreting 
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and  applying  the  regs.  Are  we  consistent? 

05.  When  will  we  get  "final"  manual/handbook  direction  in  the  4000  series? 

06.  When  is  the  money  and  the  people  necessary  to  accomplish  these  tasks  arriving? 

Concerns-  ACTION  NEEDED 

01.  I  still  feel  that  we  need  a  yes  or  no  on  whether  we  issued  a  decision  when  we  make  a 
call  that  we  are  meeting  standards  under  4180.  Just  telling  us  that  we  should  if  we 
think  there  may  be  some  controversy  is  just  setting  us  up  for  trouble.  We  either 
should  or  shouldn't  issue  a  decision  and  we  need  consistency. 

02.  In  just  about  every  program  we  fill  out  3  basic  reports  every  year  (budget,  strategic 
plan,  and  program).  Much  of  the  same  information  is  requested  in  each  report,  but  not 
always  in  the  same  format.  Could  each  of  the  program  leads  in  WO  be  asked  to  look 
at  these  reports,  and  find  a  way  to  combine  the  reports  or  at  least,  to  ask  for  only  one 
set  of  information  each  year? 

03.  I  would  like  to  see  follow  up  to  the  questions  we  raised,  at  the  conference,  addressed 
by  our  Director  and  his  staff,  by  the  Secretary  and  his  staff,  if  it  is  a  matter  at  his 
level. 

The  Inspector  General  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  have  repeatedly 
pointed  out  there  is  a  Material  Weakness  in  BLM  to  get  the  job  done  in  the  field  - 
monitoring,  evaluations,  developing  activity  plans  and  implementation  of  these  plans  . 

New  regulations  and  policies  are  not  getting  the  job  done,  they  do  help.  But  the 
bottom  line  is  we  will  not  get  additional  funding  and  staffing  so  let's  tell  the  public,  and 
set  the  stage  for  a  long  slow  process  to  maintain  or  improve  the  health  of  our  Public 
Lands. 

04.  I  hope  we  can  keep  the  momentum  up  so  staff  in  the  field  won't  get  too  discouraged. 

05.  I'm  still  a  little  nervous  about  the  level  of  diversity  allowed  in  implementing  the  S&Gs. 
Some  state  office  staffers  push  their  agenda  rather  than  look  at  data  needs. 

06.  I  have  a  suggestion  for  the  WO  management  team  that  small  group  be  assigned  to 
analyze  the  impact  of  the  water  quality,  listed  fish,  riparian  and  range  health  issues  on 
the  BLM  .  The  team  should  develop  a  integrated  strategy  for  coping  with  issues 
perhaps  using  range  health  principles  for  guidance. 

07.  I  am  concerned  that  we  have  nearly  lost  our  institutional  memory  in  the  range  program 
(and  BLM  for  that  matter).  With  the  new  regs.  and  refocusing  of  effort  toward  water 
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issues  and  the  desire  for  more  rapid  change  on  the  land  (that  it  may  or  may  not  be 
capable  of),  we  seem  to  have  diminished  or  turned  a  blind  eye  to  the  many  important 
accomplishments  made  since  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 

More  importantly,  in  the  search  for  the  "new  and  improved"  solution  we  seem  destined 
to  waste  time  building  new  "roads"  that  run  parallel  to  those  that  were  blazed  by 
BLMers  that  preceded  us.  Examples  of  this  were  evident  in  the  evening  session  on 
performance  indicators  where  we  discussed  at  length  the  definition  of  an  "assessment" 
(with  no  closure  I  might  add),  and  the  plans  to  spend  the  next  couple  of  years 
developing  a  method  for  the  "systematic"  assessment  of  resource  conditions  (again  no 
closure  on  what  is  meant  by  assessment).  Few  seemed  aware  that  there  is  a  BLM 
process  for  Assessment,  Interpretation  and  Evaluation  that  has  been  used  quite 
effectively  for  years  as  the  basis  for  change  on  an  allotment  basis  and  which  can  just  as 
easily  be  used  on  a  watershed  basis.  Yet,  instead  of  improving  on  what  we  have  in 
place  ("paving  the  road"  that  was  blazed  by  our  predecessors),  we  are  about  to  start 
over. 

Somehow  we  need  to  establish  more  frequent  and  effective  feedback  loops  between 
WO,  SOs  and  the  field  offices  so  that,  on  issues  like  performance  indicators,  we  don't 
launch  off  on  new  "road  projects". 

08      Evidence  that  Field  Offices  and  WO  are  not  in  accord 
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Conference  Wrap  up  Session: 
Issues,  Questions,  Concerns 

ISSUES 

Budget 

No  "hold  backs"  from  WO/SO  budgets 

Better  way  to  get  $$  from  NFWF,  and  cooperators  (to  time  consuming  now) 

Cost  of  congressional 

Get  away  from  top  down  budget  priorities 

Cost  Recovery 

Raise  Grazing  Permit/Grazing  Lease  transfer  fees 
FWS  recovery  of  expenses  for  implementing  FWS 
Cost  recovery  for  Section  7  from  FWS 

Directives 

Fix  WO  inconsistency  in  Instruction  Memos 

Information  Gathering 

Clearing  house  for  WO  info  requests  to  eliminate  duplication 

Develop  one  reporting  system 

Information  Sharing 

GIS  examples  regarding  resource  management 

Encourage  field  office  personnel  to  communicate  with  RAC's 

Examples  of  successful  management  plans 

F&WS  input  on  S&G's  (state  fish  &  game  agencies) 

Need  a  list  of  web  sites 

Develop  Web  site  for  posting  of  innovative  things  to  all  states 

Information  Sharing  between  agencies 

Judicial 

Resolve  petition  to  stay 

Partnerships 

Proactive  involvement  with  state  water  quality  people 

Policy 

Consistency  between  plans 

Use  permit  stipulations  for  access 

Scattered  track  management 

Use  of  M  I  C  in  setting  priorities 

WH&B  a  part  of  resource  management,  not  just  program  management 

Interdisciplinary  participation  in  rangeland  management 
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Priorities 

Get  back  to  basics  for  managing 

Commitment  from  top  BLM  management  (in  writing)  for  bottom  up,  not  top  down 

Get  away  from  top  down  budget  priorities 

Better  meshing  of  priorities 

Training 

Support  for  train  the  trainer 

Workload 

Grazing/ Archeology  impacts,  SHPO 

Cultural  clearances  on  prescribed  fire 

CONFERENCE  SUGGESTIONS 

Attendance 

Wildlife  participation 

Get  more  field  managers  involved 

WH&B  needed  more  participation 

Interdisciplinary  participation 

More  field  managers  should  have  been  in  attendance 

Sessions 

Need  soils  breakout  session 

Needed  a  weed  breakout  session 

GIS  examples  regarding  resource  management 

Don't  schedule  overlapping  sessions 

State  DEQ  as  a  speaker  (there  was) 
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EXISTING  WEB  SITES 

http://www.mt.blm.gov/bdo  Blackfoot  Weed  Managemtn  Info 

http://invaders.dbs.  umt.edu. blackfoot 

www.blm.gov/weeds/ 

www.fs.fed.us/database/feis 

www.nifc.gov 
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QUESTIONS  and  ANSWERS 
1.      Question:  How  big  is  a  site 

Answer: 


Question:  The  five  western  Oregon  districts  have  about  17  soil  scientists  to  deal  with  the 
alligators  specific  to  the  O&C.  All  of  the  presenters,  so  far,  have  mentioned  things  like:  bare 
soils,  soil  disturbance,  and  sediment  problems.  How  do  the  MLR  states  plan  to  deal  with 
their  alligators  with  roughly  20  soil  scientists  left  in  MLR  states.  The  alligators  I'm  referring 
to  are:  S&B's,  H20  quality  in  terms  of  sediment,  desired  future  condition,  rangeland  health, 
watershed  assessment,  and  prescribed  fires  on  soils  that  should  not  be  burned,  not  to 
mention  microbiotic  crusts? 


Answer: 


3.       Question:  (1)  Can  we  use  aquatic  macroinvertibrates  as  the  primary  method  of  monitoring 
water  quality  on  grazing  allotments  and  if  so  where  would  we  find  the  literature  on  the 
methodology?  (2)  What  does  it  cost  to  get  a  sample  analyzed? 

Answer: 


4.      Question:  How  will  riparian  PFC  data  be  used  to  set  implementation  priorities  in  states  with 
TMDL  lawsuits? 

Answer: 


5.       Question:  Should  the  DPC(s)  selection  be  a  land  use  plan  decisions? 

Answer:  Land  use  plan  objectives  are  broad  brush  objectives.  DPC  are  site  specific  objective 
based  on  land  use  objective,  activity  plans,  etc.  Suggest  do  via  an  ID  team  with  public 
participation. 


6.       Question:  Should  the  new  H1621.1  clearly  show  the  link  between  DPC  and  RH 
assessment? 

Answer: 


7.       Question:  Strategic  Plan:  The  land  health  objective  (except  for  grazing  activities  on 

rangelands)  will  not  be  met  without  mechanisms  and  support  from  management.  We  need 
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to  walk  the  talk. 
Answer: 

8.       Question:  What  is  Ihg  Bureau  method  of  determining  rangeland  health  -  S&G's 

Answer:  Methodologies  are  listed  in  BLM  technical  references.  Some  new  methods  will  need  to 
be  adopted  or  formed  for  measuring  some  of  the  standards.  Field  offices  select  methods  to  best 
meet  the  needs  for  monitoring  progress  and  do  so  involving  the  interested  parties/public. 


9.       Question:  Why  should  we  inventory  all  the  rangelands  when  we're  told  to  focus  on  priority 
riparian  areas  and  key  watersheds. 

Answer:  FLPMA  &  PRIA  say  we  are  suppose  to  inventory  our  lands  and  their  resources.   The 
inventories  help  us  know  the  variability  that  can  occur  on  each  ecological  site.  Priority  should 
be  used  to  determine  which  areas  to  inventory  first. 


10.     Question:  How  will  number  vs  quality  be  measured  in  performance? 

Answer:  Numbers  are  usually  related  to  work  input  or  output,  and  are  more  budget  related. 
These  are  workload/budget  measures.  Rob  Rodabush  is  handling  these  in  budget  (WO  880). 
Some  performance  indicators  also  have  numbers,  especially  where  we  can 't  measure  condition 
or  results  directly.  Quality  is  something  we  want  to  measure  more  of/better.  Often  we  use 
customer  satisfaction  as  a  proxy  for  quality.  Sometimes  we  are  measuring  quantity  and  quality. 
If  you  foresee  difficulty  maintaining  quality  at  the  same  time  we  increase  quantity,  please  let  us 
know.  Leon 's  comment—that's  why  the  question  was  asked. 


11.     Question:  How  should  we  handle  conflicts  between  customer  satisfaction  and  public  land 
health? 

Answer:  This  will  always  be  a  problem  in  any  multiple  use  situation.  For  instance,  if  we  issue 
certain  leases,  the  lessee  might  be  satisfied,  but  an  environmental  group  (a  stakeholder)  might  be 
dissatisfied.   We  recognize  that  satisfaction  is  not  the  end  we  seek  in  and  of  itself.   The  condition 
of  the  land/resources  must  also  be  considered  and  the  situation  explained.  However  often  if  we 
measure  satisfaction  with  a  use  authorization  process,  even  if  the  customer  doesn  't  get  what  they 
want,  if  the  process  is  good,  they  will  understand  why  and  won 't  be  so  frustrated.    We  've  found 
this  works  when  we  improve  or  processes. 


12.     Question:  Please  speculate  on  how  the  fruits  of  the  GPRA  can  increase  congressional 
support  for  innovative  partnerships.  (E.g.  creation  of  a  foundation  to  assist  BLM) 
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Answer:  If  we  can  show  how  partnerships  and  collaboration  benefits  us,  then  measure  it  and 
produce  supporting  data,  the  convincing  should  be  easier.   We  also  need  to  show  how  it  saves  tf&^ 

money  and  leverages  our  workforce.  If  we  consistently  show  improving  trends,  they  can  m     J 

"interpolate  "form  existing  partnerships  performance  to  new  "innovative  "  ones.  It 's  a  matter  of 
developing  trust  perhaps.  Politics  may  still  play  a  part  despite  GPRA  of  course. 

13.  Question:  How  do  we  implement/evaluate  water  quality  S&G's 
Answer: 

14.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Water  Quality  Manual? 
Answer: 

15.  Question:  What  is  the  status  of  the  Water  Quality  Action  Plan? 
Answer: 

16.  Question:  Where  is  the  BLM  going  on  water  rights?  What  happened  to  the  1993 
strategy? 


Answer: 

17.  What  is  the  status  of  current  litigation? 
Answer: 

18.  Question:  What  is/is  not  covered  in  fuels  management  funding  (new  2830  funding)? 
Answer: 

19.  Quesiton:  What  is  the  status  fo  the  hazardous  fuels  reduction  program? 
Answer: 

20.  Question:  How  can  we  learn  more  about  fire  ecology  in  shrub  communities?  There  is 
plenty  of  information  on  forest  types. 

Answer: 

21.  Question:  What  is  the  Bureau  policy  for  monitoring  the  success  of  S&G 
Implementation?  What  methods  do  we  use? 

Answer: 
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22.  Question:  What  is  the  time  frame  for  monitoring  S&G  effectiveness? 
Answer: 

23.  What  is  meant  by  "best  available  data"? 
Answer: 

24.  Question:  Is  there  a  bureau-wide  standard  for  our  riparian  data  base? 
Answer: 

25.  Queston:  What  successful  riparian  improvement  has  be  impelemented  and  are  these 
accomplishments  being  adequately  catalogued? 

Answer: 

26.  Question:  What  kind  of  fund  raising  dispute  resolution  has  been  successfully  used  for 
on-the-ground  riparian  projects? 

Answer: 

27.  Question:  Is  there  a  riparian  research  clearing  house  for  information  sharing? 
Answer: 

28.  Question:  There  is  a  direct  conflict  between  the  Wild  Horse  &  Burro  Act  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  which  takes  precedence? 

Answer: 

29.  Question:  Is  there  a  standard  data  base  for  recording  monitoring  accomplishments? 
Answer: 

30.  Question:  How  do  we  approach  resource  (forage)  allocation? 
Answer: 

31.  Question:  Can  we  collect  rangeland  health  data  along  with  ESI? 
Answer: 

32.  Question:  How  can  we  move  Section  7  consultation  away  from  singe  species 
management  to  ecosystem  management? 
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Answer: 

33.     Question:  Why  isn't  the  Washington  Office  forcing  state  managers  to  replace  field 
people  (transfer/retire)  with  other  field  people  instead  of  office  people  such  as 
computer  specialists  and  public  affairs? 

Answer: 

34:    Question:  Why  isn't  there  more  emphasis  on  interdisciplinary  teams? 

Answer: 

35:    Question:  Who's  really  in  charge  of  this  outfit?  There  is  no  leadership,  people  are 
running  around  doing  whatever  in  a  vacumn. 

Answer: 

36:    Question:  Why  is  there  no  sense  of  teamwork  at  the  upper  levels  of  the  BLM? 

Answer: 
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Grazing  Administration  Breakout  Session 
Issues,  concerns  and  questions  that  those  attending  want  dealt  with. 
Priorities/Work  Load: 

1 .  We  have  more  work  than  we  can  do  now.  Our  plates  are  full  and  we  have  to  many  number 
1  priorities. 

2.  Some  people  have  too  much  to  do  and  others  not  enough.  Managers  need  the  authority  to 
manage  work  and  skill  mixes. 

3.  Management  needs  to  get  serious  about  identifying  priorities  and  quit  constantly  adding  new 
work  without  reducing  old  work  requirements.  (Possible  solutions:  contracting,  prioritizing, 
telling  people  what  we  cannot  do  when  something  new  is  added  and  then  sticking  to  it). 

4.  Has  anyone  looked  at  the  number  and  timing  of  grazing  permit  and  lease  expirations,  the 
workload  that  will  be  associated  with  those  renewals,  and  considered  reducing  other 
obligations  that  cannot  be  accomplished?  The  workload  will  be  so  great  in  some  offices  that 
nothing  else  will  be  done. 

There  needs  to  be  a  balancing  of  "got  to  do"  items  with  "have  to  do  items"  during  work 
planning. 

5.  Has  anyone  defined  how  work  will  be  accomplished  in  the  two  tier  organization?  The  work 
still  needs  to  be  done.  Who's  going  to  do  it? 

Moving  an  individual  to  a  different  office  without  eliminating  tasks  is  totally  artificial  and 
will  not  achieve  the  purpose  of  the  reorganization,  unless  the  purpose  was/is  to  look  good 
on  paper. 

6.  "Understand  the  impact  before  you  require  it" 

7.  Washington  has  the  wrong  priorities.  "Work  force  diversity  is  not  more  important  than 
resource  management"  (comment  from  a  female). 

8.  Priorities  should  be  set  from  the  bottom  up,  not  the  top  down.  The  field  knows  what  the 
resources  need,  its  not  the  other  way  around. 

9.  Make  sure  the  field  employees  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  all 
handbooks  and  guidance  before  it  is  issued.  Listen  to  what  they  say. 

10.  Continue  having  these  kind  of  meetings  (perhaps  not  so  large)  on  a  regular  basis. 

11.  There  is  no  accountability.  Who's  responsible  for  what?  Management  won't  take  the 
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responsibility  for  setting  priorities. 

12.  Pull  in  other  disciplines  to  help  with  priority  work. 

13.  All  disciplines  need  to  be  involved  in  setting  priorities  and  in  accomplishing  tasks.  Some  are 
working  their  hearts  out  and  others  are  skating  by. 

14.  Finalize  the  grazing  administration  handbooks.  Give  the  field  workers  help  with  consistent 
direction. 

Budget 

1.  There  is  a  three  month  lag  in  knowing  what  our  work  is  (especially  in  contracting  help)  from 
10/01  to  01/01  as  we  wait  for  the  annual  work  plan. 

2.  Money  comes  with  strings  attached  and  there  is  no  room  for  overhead.  Therefore  moneys 
are  stolen  from  other  funds  and  work  in  those  funds  is  not  funded. 

Challenges 

1.       Are  we  prepared  to  deal  with  the  increasing  workload  created  by  the  challenges  of  interest 
groups  (environmental  organizations,  industry,  interested  publics)? 
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Riparian  Breakout  Session 

BLM  National  Rangelands  Meeting 

Denver  Colorado 

April  16,  1998 

Several  issues  were  raised  (budget,  reporting,  accountability  etc.)  which  are  being  addressed  by 
the  5  State  evaluation  that  is  nearing  completion.  All  action  by  the  group  was  tabled  until 
that  evaluation  is  completed  and  sent  out. 

Following  are  the  issues  for  the  riparian  program  that  were  surfaced  at  the  breakout  session  for 
riparian. 

01  DATA  BASE  COORDINATION  needs  to  occur  and  be  designed  around  needs.  It  was 
Recommended  that  Renee  Duval  take  the  lead  with  Steve  Borchard  lead  for  riparian. 

Further  define  our  needs  for  Kathy  Voth's  data  base  and  get  information  from  the  field  for  her 
when  we  know  what  we  want. 

02  AWP  DERECTION  for  each  state  to  prepare  a  new  riparian  plan.  Questions  that  need  to  be 
answered  are:  Why,  what  purpose,  what  audience,  is  it  needed  etc.  Recommended  Steve 
Borchard  take  lead. 

03  FEELD  RESPONSE  TO  PRE-MEETING  MESSAGE.  Dan  Hinckley,  Montana  State 
Office  to  prepare  draft  response  to  some  items  and  send  to  W.  O.  with  sumnmary  and 
complete  file.  W.  O.  to  prepare  final  response  to  the  field. 
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(3/31/98  VERSION) 

BLM RANGELANDS  CONFERENCE 


April  13-17,1998 

Double  Tree 

3203  Quebec  Street 

Denver,  Colorado 

(303)  321-3333 


Monday.  April  13.  1998pm 

1:00-1:10  Welcome 

1:10-  1:25  Introductions/Purpose 

Review  of  Agenda 

1:25-2:00  Director' s  Video 

2:00  -  2:45  Strategic  Planning  and 

Performance  Indicators 

2:45-3:00  Break 

3:00-3:30  Budget  Issues  and  Trends 

3:30-3:45  Legislative  Perspectives 

3:45-4:15  WH&B  Program  Initiatives 

4:00  -  4:45  The  Federal  Role  In  The  Watershed 

Movement 

4:45  -  4:55  Daily  wrap  up 


Crystal  Ball  Room 

Mike  Poole,  Colorado 
Associate  State  Director 

Chuck  Hunt,  WO  220 


Pat  Shea,  BLM  Director 
Carl  Zulik,  WO  830 


Mike  Blymyer,  WO  880 

Laurie  Sedlmayr,  WO  620 

Bud  Cribley,  WO  220 

Betsy  Rieke,  Director 
University  of  Colorado, 
Natural  Resources  Law  Center 

Chuck  Hunt,  WO  220 


6:00-8:00 


No  Host  Social  Hour 
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Tuesday.  April  14.  1998  AM  Crystal  Ballroom 

MONITORING  &  INVENTORY 


Ned  Habich,  Session  Moderator 


8 :  00  -  8 : 1 5  WO  Perspective 

8:15-8:35  Interagency  Inventory 

and  Monitoring  Project 


8:35  -  8:55  National  and  International 

Rangeland  Monitoring  Implications 

8:55-9:15         Inventory 

9:15  -  9:45  Colorado  NRI  Pilot  Project 


Eric  Luse,  WO  220 

Larry  Bryant  (USFS), 
Dennis  Thompson  (NRCS), 
Tom  Roberts  (BLM;  WO  220) 

John  Mitchell,  USFS  Res  Sta. 


Ned  Habich,  NARSC 

Tim  Hartzell,  WO  -  220 
Dennis  Zachman,  Colorado 
State  Office 


9:45  -  10:00        Break 


10:00  -  10: 15      Desired  Future  Conditions 


10:15  -  10:35      Rangeland  Health 


10:35  - 10:55      Use  of  GIS  in  Rangeland 
Inventory  and  Monitoring 

10:55  - 1 1:30      Monitoring  -  How  Much  Is  Enough? 


11:30-11:35      Session  Recap 
11:35-1:00        Lunch 


Kurt  Kotter,  Rawlins  Field 

Office 

Kris  Eshelman,  Nevada  State 

Office 

Mike  Pellant,  Idaho  State 
Office 

Melinda  Walker,  NARSC 


John  Steiger,    Utah  Solicitor's 
Office 

Ned  Habich,  NARSC 
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Tuesday.  April  14.  1998  PM  Crystal  Ballroom 

WATER  QUALITY  &  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 


1:00-1:15 
1:15-1:30 
1:30-1:55 

1:55-2:15 
2:15-2:35 

2:35-2:50 
2:50-3:30 

3:30-4:30 


Tim  Bozorth,  Session  Moderator 
WO  Perspective  Eric  Janes,  WO  220 

401  Certification  Bill  Brookes,  Oregon  SO 


Total  Maximum  Daily  Loads 


Watershed  Assessment 

Water  Rights  Policy 
And  Benefits 

Break 

Aquatic  Resources  Data 
Management  Tool 


Bruce  Zander,  EPA 
Region  8  Denver 

Karl  Gebhardt,  Idaho  SO 

Roy  Smith,  Colorado  SO 


Dennis  Tol,  Alaska  SO 


Panel:  What  is  the  BLM's  role  in  water  quality  management? 
The  Clean  Water  Act  and  how  it  affects  BLM  administration 
of  the  Public  Land. 

Max  Dodson,  EPA 
Greg  Parsons,  Colorado  State  DEQ 
Larry  Hamilton,  MT  BLM  State  Director 
Tom  Lustig,  National  Wildlife  Federation 


4:30-4:35  Session  Recap 


Tim  Bozorth,  Montana  SO 
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Wednesday.  April  15.  1998  AM  Crystal  Ballroom 

PRESCRIBED  FIRE 


7:45  -  7:50 
7:50-8:05 


Roger  Trimble,  Session  Moderator 
Overview  of  Session  Roger  Trimble,  WO  2 1 0 


Wildland  Fire  Policy 


8:05  -  8:35         Fire  Management  Planning 


8:35-9:00  Fuels  Management  - 

Budgetary  Opportunities 

9:00-9:35  Prescribed  Fire  &  Fire  Use 


-Results  of  the  2/98  BLM 
Prescribed  Fire  Workshop 
(10  minutes) 

-  Fire  effects  and  regimes 
In  Western  shrublands 
(25  minutes) 

9:35  -  9:50         Break 

9:50  -  10:45        Prescribed  Fire  &  Fire  Use  continued 

-  Air  Quality  &  Smoke  Management 


-  Prescribed  Fire  User  Experience 


10:45  -  1 1:15      Fire  Rehab  Policy  &  Practices 

11:15  -  1 1:45      Panel  Questions  &  Answers 
Session  Recap 


11:45-1:00 


Lunch 


Ron  Dunton,  National  Office  of 
Fire  &  Aviation 

Melanie  Miller,  National  Office 
of  Fire  &  Aviation 

Gardner  Ferry,  National  Office 
of  Fire  &  Aviation 

Tim  Murphy,  Miles  City 
District  Office 

Tim  Murphy 


Melanie  Miller,  National  Office 
of  Fire  &  Aviation 


Leo  Sidebotham,  Oregon 
State  Office 

Walter  Lujan,  Caballo 
Resource  Area 

Tom  Roberts,  WO  220 

Speakers  and 
Roger  Trimble 
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Wednesday.  April  15.  1998  PM  Crystal  Ballroom 

WEED  SCIENCE  &  MANAGEMENT 


1:00-1:25 
1:25-1:50 

1:50-2:10 

2:10-2:25 
2:25-3:00 

3:00-3:20 

3:20-3:35 
3:35-4:10 

4:10-4:30 


Marty  Griffith,  Session  Moderator 
Noxious  Weed  Awareness  &  Impacts  Jerry  Asher,  Oregon  SO 


BLM  Noxious  Weed  Strategy 


Incorporating  Weed  Management 
Management  Into  Existing  Programs 

Break 

Blackfoot  Challenge  Weed 
Demonstration  Area 

Coordinated  Noxious  Weed 
Management 

Break 

Sharing  Cooperative  Weed 
Management  Efforts  Among 
All  Landowners/Managers 

Post  Fire-Weed  Management 
Link/Solutions 


4:30  -  4:35  Session  Recap 


POSTER  SESSION 


Grand  Ballroom  II 


Kniffy  Hamilton, 
National  Weed  Team 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District 
Office 


George  Hirschenberger,  Garnet 
Resource  Area 

Eric  Lane,  Weed  Specialist 
Colorado  Dept.  of  Agriculture 


Tom  Kourlis,  Colorado 
Commissioner  of  Agriculture 


Mike  Pellant,  Idaho  SO 


Marty  Griffith,  Wyoming  State 
Office 


Available  for  setup  at  8:00  am.  Wednesday 
Session  Runs  from  5:00  pm  to  7:00  pm  Wednesday 
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Thursday.  April  16.1998  AM 


Crystal  Ballroom 


RIPARIAN  MANAGEMENT 


Dan  Hinckley,  Session  Moderator 


8:00-8:10  Introduction 


8:10-8:30  WO  Perspective 

8:30  -  9: 10         Other  Methods  of  Riparian  Evaluation 

9:10-  9:40  Use  of  Riparian  Data  For  Management, 

Monitoring  &  On-The-Ground  Changes 

9:40-10:00        Break 

10:00  -  10:40      Macro  Invertebrates,  Riparian  Health 

&  Water  Quality 

10:40  -  11:20      Effective  Cattle  Management 
In  Riparian  Areas 


Steve  Borchard,  WO  220 

Paul  Hansen, 
University  of  Montana 

Karen  Rice,  Idaho  Falls  District 


Mark  Vinson,  BLM 

USU-LEMA 

Bob  Ehrhart,  Montana 
Riparian  Association 


1 1 :20  -  12:00      Panel:  How  have  we  been  doing?  How  do  we  know? 
What  can  we  show  for  our  10  years  of  funding? 


-  How  do  we  use  PFC  to  measure 
management  success,  failure 

or  changes? 

-  What  does  the  record  show? 

-  The  real  world  of  management. 

-  Session  recap 


Don  Prichard,  NARSC 

Eric  Luse,  WO  220 

TBD 

Dan  Hinckley,  Montana  State 
Office 


12:00-1:00        Lunch 


Breakout  Sessions  PM 

1:00  -  5:00  See  Attached  Agendas  For  Water  Resources;  Riparian;  Grazing  Administration 
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Friday.  April  1 7.1998  AM 


Crustal  Ballroom 


STANDARDS  &  GUIDELINES 


Tim  Salt,  Session  Moderator 


8:00  -  8: 1 5  Implementation  through  Integration 


8: 15  -  8:30  Grazing  Authorizations 


8:30-8:45  Activity  Plans  &  Project  Plans 


8:45  -  9:00  Rangeland  Assessments 


9 : 00  -  9 : 1 5  Rangeland  Monitoring 


9:15-9:30  Break 


9:30-10:00        Taking  Action 


10:00  -  10:20      Implementation  Strategies 


10:20  -  10:35      Washington  Office  Perspective 
10:35  - 10:55      Questions  For  The  Speakers 
10:55-11:00      Session  Recap 


Tim  Salt,  Acting  DM 
California  Desert  District 

Ray  Lister,Elko  Field 
Office 

Gina  Lampman,  Burns 
District  Office 

Amanda  Clements, 
Uncompahgre  Resource  Area 

John  Willoughby,  California 
State  Office 


Jennifer  Rigg,  Assistant 
Regional  Solicitor 

John  Willoughby,  California 

State  Office 

Mark  Goeden,  Dillon  Field 

Office 

Buddy  Arvizo,  WO  220 

All  Speakers 

Tim  Salt 


CONFERENCE  CLOSE  OUT 
11:00  -11 :30      Now  what  do  we  do?  Leon  Pack,  NARSC 


11:30-  Noon      The  Next  Steps  and  Closing 
Remarks 


ADJOURN 


Maitland  Sharpe,  WO  200, 
Assistant  Director,  Renewable 
Resources  and  Planning 
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Thursday.  April  16.  afternoon  Crystal  Ballroom  I 

WATER  RESOURCES  BREAKOUT  SESSION 

Tim  Bozorth,  Facilitator 

1:00  -  1: 15  INTRODUCTIONS 

1:15-1:30  Training  opportunities,  courses  we  need  to         (Russ  Krapf*) 

revise,  lack  of  applicants  for  training  courses.  Results  of  questionnaire. 

1:30-1:50         Hydrologic  Unit  Code  Project,  Water  Quality  Data  Base,  RR3  file  and 

integration  with  Riparian  database,  ECT  Activities.  UCRB  and  ICBEMP  Water 
Quality  and  Riparian  Management  Objective  Work  Group 

(Karl  Gebhardt*) 

1:50  -  2:10  Uniform  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Protocols  and  ECT  Water  Quality  Subgroup 

Activities.  (Bill  Carey,  Colorado  SO*) 

2:10-2:25  Break 

2:25  -  2:40  How  to  Implement  and  Evaluate  Standards  and  Guidelines  for  Water  Quality. 

(Tim  Bozorth) 

2:40  -  3 :00  Proposal  for  extensive  water  quality  monitoring  of  streams 

(Steve  Swanson,  NARSC) 

3 :00  -  3 :45  TMDLs  Specifically  what  constitutes  a  TMDL,  How  can  BLM  work  with  the 

States  and  EPA  to  develop  TMDLs.  What  are  the  eight  review  criteria  utilized 
by  EPA  to  approve  TMDLs.  Does  implementation  of  Standards  and  Guidelines 
and  terms  and  conditions  constitute  a  TMDL. 

(Bruce  Zander,  EPA  Region  8*) 

3:45-4:30  Washington  Activities:  VP  CWA  Initiative,  Water  Quality  Manual  Soils,  Air. 

(Eric  Janes,  Colin  Voight,  Riparian  Person,  Holly  Sharpless  or  Scott  Archer 
(5  minutes  each  and  25  min.  for  questions) 

4:30  -  5:00  Products  from  Meeting  What  Needs  to  be  Done  by  Whom  by  When. 

6:30  Meet  at  Morrison  Inn  for  Dinner  and  further  coordination. 

After  dinner  we  will  go  around  to  ask  each  state  what  they  are  working  on 
(5  min). 
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Thursday.  April  16.  afternoon  Crystal  Ballroom  III 

RIPARIAN  BREAKOUT  SESSION 

Dan  Hinckley,  Facilitator 

1:10-1:15  A  description  of  the  riparian  PFC  trend  project.  What  is  it?  What  is  the  purpose, 

intended  use,  and  audience.  What  is  the  status,  when  will  the  model  be  ready  for 
field  application?  (Eric  Luse,  WO  220  Staff) 

1:15-1:45  A  report  from  the  Bureauwide  Riparian  Evaluation  that  was  conducted  March  2- 

13,1998.  What  is  working  well?  What  needs  more  attention? 

(Steve  Borchard  WO  220) 

1:45  -2:15  What's  behind  the  FY98  P AWP  Directive  that  "EACH  STATE  PREPARE  A 

NEW  RIPARIAN  PLAN"?  (Group  Discussion) 

2:15-2:30  Break 

2:30  -  3:00  The  Riparian  Reporting  Data  Base  -  a  description  and  demonstration. 

(Kathy  Voth  BLM/Utah  State  University) 

3 :  00  -  4:30  Issues  from  States  to  Be  Determined. 

4:30  -  5:00  Products/Follow  up  from  the  meeting.  What  are  the  priorities?  What  needs  to  be 

done  by  whom  and  when? 

5:00  ADJOURN 


• 
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• 


Thursday.  April  16.  afternoon 


Crystal  Ballroom  II 


• 


1:00-1:15 
1:15-1:50 


2:25  -  2:50 
2:50-3:00 
3:00-3:20 
3:20-4:45 

4:45  -  5:00 
ADJOURN 


GRAZING  ADMINISTRATION 

and  OTHER  IMPORTANT  ISSUES 
Breakout  Session 


NedHabich,  Facilitator 


GABs  and  RIPs 


BLM  NonUse  Policy  & 
The  Comb  Wash  Decision 


1:50-2:10  Annual  Report 

2:10-2:25  BREAK 


OIG  Report 

Soil  Biological  Community  Project 

Palm  Pilot 

Important  Rangeland  Management 
Issues  &  Topics 

Products/Follow  up  from  the  meeting. 

What  are  the  priorities? 

What  needs  to  be  done  by  whom  and  when? 


(Leon  Pack,  NARSC) 
(George  Ramey,  WO  220) 

(Ned  Habich,  NARSC) 

(Cris  Kristowski) 

(Bill  Ypsilantis) 

(Don  Glenn) 

Ned  Habich  &  participants 


• 


BLM  LIBRARY 

BLDG50,  ST-150A 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  25047 
DENVER,  COLORADO  80225 


45 


• 


,       : 


I 


• 


